ABSTRACT This study addresses twin questions regarding research in school psychology: 'What kinds of research are being done?' and 'What kinds are most needed?'. To address the first question, we coded all of the articles published from 1994-1998 in the main USA school psychology journals and in School Psychology International into one of 18 categories of research topics. Assessment-related topics and research on clinical/personality issues dominated the USA literature, while clinical/personality and professional issues were the most common types of research reported in SPI. To address the second question, we surveyed 98 randomly-selected USA school-based practitioners and 44 leading journal article authors regarding their perceptions of needed research in school psychology. Authors and practitioners were in close agreement as to priorities for future research, emphasizing the need for research in the areas of prevention and therapeutic interventions, among other topic areas. Priorities were very similar to those identified in a similar survey over 15 years ago (Strein, 1987) .
depict professional psychology as being differentiated from other mental health professions by its strong reliance on a scientific research base. Accordingly, information on types of research being published within the specialty of school psychology provides one index of the specialty's current status (Reynolds and Clark, 1984; Strein, 1987) . In addition, comparisons between the types of research being published in the four primary USA school psychology journals and in School Psychology International (SPI) may provide insights into the similarities and differences between school psychology in the USA and school psychology in a broader, international arena. However, analysis of published research is retrospective and provides the field with little guidance as to what research needs to be done. The only formal analyses of needed research, as perceived by authors who publish in the main USA school psychology journals or practitioners (McKee et al., 1987; Strein, 1987) , are both over 15 years old. Accordingly, the goals of this research project were to address the following questions: (a) What types of research characterized the journal literature in school psychology from 1994-1998 as published in the main USA school psychology journals and in SPI; (b) What types of research in school psychology are most needed, as perceived by active USA journal authors and practitioners? and (c) How does the research published in 1994-1998 compare with the perceived priorities as identified by these authors and practitioners?
Methods

Participants
Participants in the survey of needed research were from two groups: (a) school-based practitioners drawn from the National [USA] Association of School Psychologists (NASP) membership list and (b) active authors in the USA school psychology literature, defined as anyone who was an author or major co-author of three or more articles in the four main USA school psychology journals from [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] . Of the 200 randomlyselected school-based practitioners, 98 returned usable questionnaires (49 percent). Of the 71 authors identified who met the selection criteria and for whom mailing addresses were available, 44 (62 percent) returned usable questionnaires. Both return rates are within the acceptable range for survey methodology. (See Table 1 for participants' demographics.) Consistent with the sampling procedures, 91 percent of the participants in the practitioner sample identified themselves as being school-based practitioners. By contrast, 95 percent of the active journal authors were college/university faculty; none were school-based practitioners. 
Procedures
Questionnaire development. In order to allow for comparisons to earlier studies (Reynolds and Clark, 1984; Strein, 1987) , we began the development of the questionnaire using the 19 categories from the earlier Strein study. However, informal analysis of current trends in school psychology research, as well as feedback from a small pilot study of a draft version of the questionnaire, revealed that some of the 1987 categories were outmoded, while some important areas were missing altogether. In addition, because we wanted to use the same categories for both the journal contents analysis and the survey of needed research, we had to redefine some categories in order to reach acceptable levels of inter-rater agreement on the journal contents analysis (see section below). The resulting questionnaire contained 18 categories, 14 of which were identical, or nearly identical, to the categories used by Strein and Reynolds and Clark, two were new (Multicultural Issues, Therapeutic Interventions) and three were modified versions of the older categories The questionnaire asked respondents to rate each category of research on a Likert scale from 1 (Unimportant) to 5 (Very Important). In addition, participants ranked their top five areas of importance. Consultation: Models or specific practices of individual, group or organizational consultation in the schools, including inservice training for staff.
3.
Therapeutic Interventions: theory or research on, or description of, individual or group therapeutic interventions with students, parents or families.
4.
Primary/Secondary Prevention: School-based programmes designed to prevent academic or behaviour problems in at-risk students or to enhance functioning in non-identified populations.
5.
General Education: Research on curriculum and instruction or broad practices in general education, such as reading instruction, retention policy or instructional grouping.
6.
Early Education: Programmes or general research on issues and findings from early childhood (pre-K through K) education that are relevant to school psychology.
7.
Compensatory/Remedial Education: Programmes or techniques appropriate for nonspecial education students, preschool through senior high.
8.
Special Education: Educational practices with, and services for children with disabilities or gifted children, or prereferral interventions for referred children.
9.
Classroom Organization And Management: Models and techniques for classroom management or school-wide approaches to discipline 10.
Socioeducational: Social ecology of the classroom; teacher-learner or learner-learner interactions, for either general or special education.
11.
Multicultural Issues: Research or theory with a primary focus on diversity issues applied to education, generally or school psychology, specifically.
12.
Clinical Nonrespondents were sent two follow-up reminders. As a small incentive for participation, all respondents were eligible for a prize draw for two professional books published by APA or NASP.
Journal contents analysis procedures. Because we wished to use the identical set of categories for both the survey of needed research and the analysis of journal contents, we developed the categories and their definitions based on logical considerations and feedback from the small pilot sample, and based on our ability to reach adequate inter-coder agreement in the coding of research articles. Modifications continued until we reached adequate agreement between two coders. After coding several sets of articles from the four USA journals, we reached the criterion of at least 90 percent inter-coder agreement for both article content and type. Once we established adequate inter-coder agreement, coding of the actual articles began. We coded all articles in the 1994-1998 volumes of the four USA primary school psychology journals, exclusive of: (a) reviews of books, tests or materials or (b) commentary or other notes. Each author coded one-third of the articles. Each article was coded uniquely into one of the 18 content categories. Each article also received a code as to whether the article related to multicultural issues as a secondary theme. (Articles in which multicultural issues were a primary theme were coded into the Multicultural Issues major category.) In addition, each article was coded for publication type. In order to guard against 'observer drift', each 25th article received codes by all three coders. After each commonly coded article, we compared notes before preceding to the next set of 25 articles. Discrepancies in the commonlycoded articles were resolved by consensus. The codings of the articles in School Psychology International, developed uniquely for this article, were performed solely by the senior author due to practical time considerations. A follow-up reliability check with the second author on 24 randomly chosen articles (20 percent) produced 80 percent agreement for article content and 90 percent agreement for article type. = 59.04, p < 0.001) was significant. Assessment-related topics dominated the USA journal literature in school psychology during this period. Instrument Development and Evaluation accounted for 16.7 percent of the journal publications from 1994-1998. Articles on Assessment and Referral Practices comprised an additional 9.5 percent of all articles. Accordingly, these two categories combined accounted for over one quarter of all USA articles. By contrast, only 9.3 percent of the SPI articles fell into these two categories. In the USA literature, direct (Therapeutic Interventions) and indirect (Consultation) interventions comprised about 15 percent of all articles, but these categories accounted for only about 4.2 percent of the SPI articles. The USA literature had a smaller emphasis on Cognitive Processes (4.8 percent of all articles), a basic theory area, than did the SPI literature (8.5 percent). Professional Issues received greater attention in the SPI literature (16.9 percent of all articles) than in the USA journals (9.5 percent).
Results
Analysis of journal contents
Two areas of research and scholarship stand out in terms of differences between the USA and the international literature. Despite a strong emphasis in recent years in USA academic circles on the importance of multicultural diversity, few articles in the USA journals had either a primary (2.6 percent) or secondary (3.6 percent) focus on these issues. By contrast, over twice as large a proportion of the SPI articles (15.3 percent) addressed this theme. Secondly, the Clinical-Personality category accounted for over one quarter of all SPI articles (27.1 percent), while accounting for less than half that proportion (11.2 percent) in the USA journals. Informal analysis suggests that this large discrepancy was primarily due to the substantial numbers of articles in SPI that addressed school violence issues or mental health issues of children, not necessarily directly school-related -a much less common occurrence in the USA journals. Notwithstanding the apparent different emphases, there were also many similarities between the USA and international literatures in school psychology. Similar proportions of the journal literature (USA = 22.3 percent; SPI = 18.6 percent) addressed specific K-12 education-focused topics (General Education, Early Education, Compensatory/Remedial Education, Special Education, Classroom Organization and Management, and Socioeducational) . Overall, of the 20 categories or subcategories of research, 14 differed by no more than five percentage points. Details are presented in Table 3 . Table 2 for category definitions.) The types of journal publications from 1994-1998 clearly formed a bimodal distribution, with well over half being Original Research and over one-third being Expository/Descriptive. Only a small percentage were Formal Research Reviews (see Table 3 ). The relative proportions of these types of articles were not significantly different for the USA journals versus SPI (χ 2 (2) = 4.29, p = 0.12). There were no significant trends by year for types of articles published for either the USA journals or SPI.
Survey of USA authors and practitioners
In regard to perceptions of needed research, USA authors and practitioners viewed almost all of the categories of research as being at least of some importance, and were in rather close agreement, with a few notable exceptions. (Please see Table 4 for detailed category-by-category data.). First, only eight of the 18 categories received mean ratings of less than 3.5 on the five-point scale of importance by either authors or practitioners (Socioeducational; Multicultural Issues; Clinical-Personality; Instrument Development and Evaluation; Cognitive Processes, Research Issues; Service Delivery; Professional Issues) and only one of these (Professional Issues) clearly received such ratings by both groups. Second, authors and practitioners generally agreed in their ratings and rankings (r = 0.58, p < 0.05 for correlations between authors' and practitioners' mean ratings across the 18 categories.). The two groups were in strong agreement (differences between rank orders of two or less) on eight of the 18 categories. Only four of the categories produced strong disagreement as to the relative importance (differences between rank orders of five or more) between the groups -Clinical-Personality and Cognitive Processes, to which the practitioners gave a higher relative priority, and Research Issues and Professional Issues, to which the authors gave a higher relative priority. A MANOVA comparing the ratings of the two groups produced a statistically significant multivariate effect ( F (18, 114) = 4.7, p < 0.001), but only two statistically significant (p < 0.001, chosen to control for family-wise error over 18 comparisons) univariate effects for Cognitive Processes (F (1, 131) = 24.70, p < 0.001) and Research Issues (F (1, 131) = 27.76, p < 0.001).
In addition to providing ratings of each category, participants listed up to five categories of needed research in priority order. Primary/Secondary Prevention was the clear first priority for needed research by both groups, as indicated both by the within-group rank-order of mean responses to the Likert items and by the number of participants (authors: 15 (35 percent); practitioners: 31 (33 percent)) indicating this area as a first priority. Therapeutic Interventions was the second (or tied for second) priority for both groups. Other categories rated and/or ranked highly by both groups included Classroom Organization and Management, Special Education, Consultation and Assessment and Referral Practices. Only one category (Professional Issues) received clear low ratings and rankings by both groups. Practitioners gave Research Issues their lowest ratings, while authors gave their lowest ratings to the Clinical-Personality category. For the present survey, we added a Multicultural Issues category under the presumption that this area of research would be considered highly important. This was not the case; the mean ratings for Multicultural Issues ranked 12th for authors and 15th for practitioners. Only 10 (11 percent) practitioners included this area in their top five priorities for research, while 10 (23 percent) authors did so. USA authors' and practitioners' current views of needed research in school psychology are similar to those expressed over 15 years ago, as described by Strein (1987) . To date, apparently no one has surveyed school psychology authors or practitioners in countries other than the USA regarding their perceptions of needed research in school psychology. Inspection of Table 5 shows that for 11 of the 18 categories, the rankorders of the mean ratings of either the authors or practitioners were five or more ranks different than that for the number of articles published in USA journals. Only four categories showed strong agreement (rankorder differences of two or more) between the USA journal contents and the ratings of either of the two groups. The Assessment and Referral Practices and Consultation categories showed the greatest congruence between number of articles published and perceived importance. The top three areas as identified by authors (Prevention, Therapeutic Interventions, Classroom Organization and Management) and by practitioners (Prevention, Therapeutic Interventions, Special Education) are all relatively much less represented in the USA literature, ranking between the 6th and 15th most frequently published articles. By contrast, the mean importance ratings for the two most frequently appearing content types in the USA journals (Instrument Development and Evaluation, ClinicalPersonality) range from 11.5 to 18. Professional Issues, which ranks 4.5 in terms of frequency of occurrence, is close to the bottom of both the authors' and practitioners' priorities.
Comparisons of survey and journal contents results
Disparities are even greater when comparing the authors' and practitioners' ratings against the SPI publications. Here, 13 of the 18 rankings of types of research published in SPI showed strong disagreement with the importance rankings of either or both those of the authors or practitioners. Only three categories (Socioeducational, Cognitive Processes and Service Delivery) showed strong agreement between actual SPI publications and either the authors' or practitioners' ratings.
Discussion
Perhaps the most striking finding from this study is the substantial congruence between authors' and practitioners' views about what kinds of research most needs to be done in school psychology, yet the substantial lack of congruence between these priorities and the kinds of research reported in the USA and international school psychology journal literature. If these findings had no precedent, one might argue that the recent USA journal literature and SPI have done a good job in addressing the more critical areas, such that the survey respondents were simply identifying remaining gaps in the literature. However, both the priorities for needed research and the lack of congruence between identified priorities and actual publications are highly similar to the results of the Strein (1987) study. Most strikingly, research on primary/secondary prevention remains the clear first priority for both authors and practitioners as it did over 15 years ago, yet remains as a very small proportion of the published literature. Other 'over-represented' or 'under-represented' areas abound. Accordingly, time lag alone can not explain the discordance between identified priorities and actual products. It is especially striking that the authors, collectively, identified priorities strikingly discordant (on 10 of 18 categories) with the types of research to which these very same individuals made major contributions.
Although the data from our study does not directly explain the priority/publication discrepancy, some possible explanations emerge. First, one can not dismiss the possibility of an editorial bias toward certain types of research. Biases of individual editors and editorial board members are unknown, but certainly could have a major impact on what kinds of research topics appear in the literature. One possible editorial 'bias' may be what Gelso (1979) characterized as the tension between 'rigor versus relevance'. It is likely easier, for example, to produce methodologically rigorous empirical research on the factor analysis of a new version of a test than to attain such rigor researching a field-based, broad-scale primary prevention programme. Second, research on prevention and intervention programmes (especially field-based) is notoriously inefficient at quickly producing reportable results, an absolute necessity for dissertation students and faculty seeking tenure on a time clock. Third, the highest identified priorities for needed research (prevention, therapeutic intervention) reflect areas that presently are not among the most frequent activities engaged in by USA school-based practitioners (Reschly, 2000) . The USA literature may reflect current day-to-day emphases.
The 'under-represented' areas (that is, those for which there is high perceived need but relatively few publications) suggest a research agenda for school psychology. Clearly, more attention in the school psychology literature to research on prevention, early education and classroom organisation and management would be welcomed by both active researchers and practitioners, at least those with USA roots. These three areas are highly inter-related; all serve to either prevent problems before they occur or to intervene early when a problem is first detected. Kratochwill and Stoiber (2000) recently have made several detailed recommendations for critical research agendas for school psychology in the domains of diagnosis/classification and assessment, consultation, prevention and intervention and programme evaluation and research. Among their recommendations are: (a) increased research on the intervention utility of assessment procedures, (b) more research on the theoretical and conceptual underpinnings of consultation models, (c) a shift toward programmatic efforts in prevention and intervention research, (d) greater integration of research/evaluation into practice and (e) more collaboration between researchers in school psychology and those in general psychology and education to '…advance research agendas of significance' (p. 600). Keith (2000) argued for also continuing to include 'basic research' in the school psychology literature. Kratochwill and Stoiber's recommendations are substantially similar to those arising from our analyses.
The 20-year stability of the kinds of research published in USA school psychology journals is surprising, and, perhaps, disappointing. One might have imagined a decrease in assessment-related areas, especially instrument development and evaluation, in favour of increases in other topics. This appears not to be the case. In fact, a content review (Tillman, et al., 2000) of the main USA school psychology journals from 1964-1998, which used a very different methodology than we used, concluded that assessment research has always dominated the USA school psychology literature and continues to do so. In view of the large amount of discussion in the more recent literature and publications by APA and NASP emphasizing a broader-than-assessment role, the degree of dominance of assessment-related journal literature seems anachronistic.
One must be very careful when comparing the USA journal literature and the SPI literature and comparing the authors' and practitioners' views of needed research and research actually published in SPI. First, SPI serves an international audience, whereas the USA journals are largely targeted at a USA (and, perhaps, Canadian) audience. Given that these journals address different audiences and assuming that the needs of schools and issues in school psychology may vary by country, there is no strong a priori reason to believe that there should be a strong congruence between the USA journals and SPI. In fact, the substantial similarities between these two literatures may indicate more about school psychology's shared needs and issues globally than it does about international differences. When comparing the perceptions of needed research with actual SPI publications, one must remember that all of the practitioners and most of the authors surveyed were from the USA. Again, assuming that needs and situations legitimately may vary by country, the lack of congruence between perceived needs and actual SPI publications is less meaningful than for the USA/USA comparisons. Perceptions of needed research by school psychology practitioners and researchers from other countries would illuminate the degree to which the discrepancy between perceived needed research and that actually published is an international phenomenon. We would welcome the opportunity to collaborate with international colleagues on such a study.
One additional point needs discussion. The relatively low priorities given by both the authors and practitioners to the importance of research on multicultural issues and the correspondingly small number and proportion of USA journal articles with multicultural issues as a pri-mary focus is strikingly discordant with the emphasis given to this area by both APAs and NASPs accreditation standards and by many training programmes. In searching for an explanation for this unexpected finding, one can not overlook the fact that the practitioner sample was overwhelmingly European-American (92.5 percent) and that the author sample did not include even a single minority member. In comparison to some related fields (e.g. counselling psychology in the USA) USA school psychology appears to give much less emphasis to scholarship in the multicultural issues area. Given the large proportion of USA school psychology service recipients who are persons of colour and/or nonnative speakers of English, the relatively low ideal and actual priorities given to multicultural research in school psychology need thoughtful examination. By contrast, SPI includes a greater emphasis on multicultural research, as befits an international journal.
In summary, the USA authors' and practitioners' largely congruent emphases on needed research in school psychology form at least a partial basis for a research agenda for school psychology in the USA and, perhaps, internationally. Although the diversity of topics reported in the school psychology literature is a strength and no research area should be entirely abandoned, increased research in the high-priority areas can only strengthen both school psychology scholarship and practice. Further research into these issues internationally would be informative to the global school psychology community.
Note
Earlier versions of this study were presented at the 1999 American Psychological Association conference, Boston, USA and the 24th ISPA Colloquium, Dinan, France in 2001.
